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2.0 SCOPE OF WORK PERFORMED 

URS investigated soil and surface water quality, in varying combinations, at each of 11 

Wellsites in response to allegations made by [.~.~:-~.:·.~~~;~-~~~--~~~~~~.] that various natural gas well 

drilling fluids and petroleum were released to the environment and 2 additional 

Wellsites based on other information as described in more detail in Section 4.0 of this report 

The WelsHes and pad areas in this Investigation are listed below: 

• Black 1H 

• Brooks 1H 

• W. Chudteigh 1 

• Costello 1 

ill Ely 1 H/5HI7H SE 

ill Ely2 

• Ely4/6H 

• Gesford 217H NW 

• Gesford 3/9 

• Lewis2 

• Teel5 

• Teel6 

• Teel7 

A variety of analytical suites were to each Wellsite investigation on the 

nature of the purported releases in order to confirm or refute the presence of the allegedly 

released substances. Regulated metals and organic compounds were analyzed In addition 

to a series of indicator parameters that could be attributable to the fluids alleged to have 

been released. For example, hydraulic fracturing fluids have surfactants added; therefore, 

'"''""""''"' for the presence of surfactants (MBAS) as an indicator parameter was narrnrnr'l~~:~rt 

where such fluids were to released as an It should 

also be noted that MBAS can be associated with other human activities and can also 

:t::~n~IM,~A are not all regulated with a ..... , ........ . 

human health risk or however, each Is considered to be an 

indicator parameter or above threshold concentrations 
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inrliif"JllliA that a past rAIAA!IIA 

UY~IIU<SUUII (Q ...nnfirm 

have 

sections that 

Investigation conducted In response to 

which may further investigation or 

~'~-'~'"'lA the aiiEigaUorrs made and the scope 

allegation. 

URS collected and analyzed field duplicate samples of soil and surface water at selected 

locations as a quality check on the reproducibility of field sampling and laboratory analytical 

Where colllected. 

ap~lliCEible sections below. 

the duplicate sampling and analysis are indicated in the 

For the purposes of completeness and thoroughness of this Investigation, L~~~~~~i.i.~~i.~~~i.~ii.~~i.J 

allegations are stated as plainly and as candidly as possible as presented by [~~:~6~-~-~~-~~~~;;i.~i.~~~-~-~i 

2.1 BLACK 1H WELLSITE 

~~~~;~~:..:~~~~~;~:! Allegation: [~~~~~~:2:~::~:~sserts that 

the pit should have removed. He an~~:~utR~ that the spring has been contaminated 

and that fiSh were killed In a nearby pond. 

2.1.1 Approach Investigate Allegations - Black 1 H Well site 

coll,ecteld surface wafer samples at two and them for the Exten<3ed 

AniBIIvtacal Suits (Appendix A - Table to evaluate for potential One catchment 

basin and the outlet from the adjacent pond (both immediately downgradient of the seep area 

from the Wellsite) were sampled. 

As discussed with PADEP (12/18/09), advanced 2 soil test boreholes immediately 

URS .. v"'""l'"""'""' 
...... t ........ , .... for visible of impacts. sample(s) were analyzed for the '""m .. n~ .... 

Analytical Suite (Appendix A- Table 2). Analytical results from soli and surface water 

sampling were evaluated to address the allegation that materials in the pit could represent an 

ongoing release to seep and/or the pond. 

submitted on behalf 

remediation system currently in place at the Wellsite. 
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2.2 BROOKS 1H WEllSITE 

::~~~;~;~.::~:~:~~]Allegation: f.·~-·:.·:::;:;0:~_-lallages that 168,000 gallons of fluids were put down the well 

and approximately 16,000 gallons came back, and that fluid purportedly ran down the hillside 

and Into a nearby creek. r:·~·::.~;~;~.:~;i further alleged that there were soap suds In the creek, 
··-·-·-·-·-·-·-) 

which [=~~~::~~::::1 claims to have contained by digging a hole with a bulldozer until the water was 

•sucked upu and put into frac tanks. 

2.2.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations- Brooks 1H Wellstte 

URS dug test pit excavations at 9 lnt".J:Itinr'c:: distributed across the Welllite and COII,ectEKI 18 

soil samples (at 1-2ft. surface at each In AttrtiHn:r\ 

collected surface water from nearby creek located to the and 

northeast. Surface waler and were analyzed for the l=w~~:~nrlliiN'I Anl~Mical 

(Appendix A- Tables 1 and .2, respectively) to evaluate for potential imr~ar:ltA from Welsite 

operations. 

2.3 W. CHUDlEIGH 1 WEllSITE 

[~;~~~~!.~;~i~~;!.~i-~~~~] alleged that brine water was trucked to this Wellsite and deposited In the mud 

pit. Interviews with Weflsite the material as three of drilling 

not brine, from the well. Tears in the mud pit liner allowed 

fluids to infiltrate the observed before the drilling was off-

here. 

2.3.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations- W. Chudleigh 1 WeiJsite 

URS coUected surface water at two locations and analyzed them 

Analytical Suite (Appendix A - Table 1) to evaluate for potential The most 

Immediate potential downgradient receptor stream was identified and sampled, both 

upgradient and downgradient of the Wellslte. 

URS further evaluated for from drill pit by advancing two test k,,.,....,,, ... ., 
Immediately downgradienl of the the drill pit. URS visually AY~Imir,Atl 

the subsurface materials for indication of m~1ac:ts. the 

Plut"rac Ana:lytic:al Suite (Appendix A-
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2.4 COSTELLO 1 WELLSITE 

[;~;~~~:~.~:::~:_~.]Allegation: [;~;~;::,::,~;:;~contends that the drill pit liner was ripped open in the middle of 

that a Drilling Services Corporation supervisor him not to 

be concerned and that it would be taken care of. 

2.4.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations -Costello 1 Wellsite 

URS weter at three locetions in the creek immediately to the east 

of Costello 1 well pad. Samples were collected upgradient and downgradient of the Wellsite 

and analyzed them for the Extended Analytical Suite (Appendix A- Table 1) to evaluate for 

ootientlal impacts. Anl~vtical results water sampling were evaluated to address 

the allegation that from the pit could potentially have affected the environment. 

URS contacted the neighbor immediately downgradient of the Welfsite and inquire about [~J 

l~~~=~:~::~~ further aliegatlon weter wes for a of URS worked with 

Cabot's water sampling fm. Quantum Analytical & Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 

(Quantum), to collect a sample of the neighbor's water before any treatment is performed. 

As PADEP URS two test hnrRhr1IA~t imnrtedlate1ly 

downgradfent of the location of the reserve pit. URS examined and logged the subsurface 

materials for indications of impacts. The soil sample(s} were analyzed for the Pit/Frac 

Analytical Suite {Appendix A- Table 2}. 

2.5 ElY 1H/SH/7H SE WELLSITE 

.-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-. 
!E<OPersonBIPnvBcy! 

L--·-·-·-·-·-·:r) contends that diesel occurred beneath the drill rig and 

that attempts were made to cover the spills with plastic. He Is concerned that these spills 

present a risk to his home, property and the creek nearby. 

2.5.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations - Ely 1 H/5H17H SE Wellsite 

URS conducted test pit excavations at four locations distributed across the Wellsite in the 

reported vicinity of the drill rig and where releases were alleged to have occurred. Eight soil 

caMru .. r.eu:• were 1·2 ft and 3-4ft. fn each test and the PA 
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Short list for Dlesel releases (Appendix A - Table 2) to evaluate for potential impacts. A 

visual inspection of this location indicated that there is no creek nearby; however, URS 

traversed the hillside immediately below the Wellsite to evaluate for seeps. 

As discussed with PADEP (12118/09), URS evaluated for releases from the two reserve pits 

that were closed on the pad by advancing four soil test boreholes immediately downgradient 

of the location of the reserve pits. URS visually examined and logged the subsurface 

materials for indications of impacts. The sampJe{s) were analyzed for the PitfFrac Analytical 

Suite (Appendix A- Table 2). 

2.6 ELY 2 WELLSITE 

:·::-;-;~.~:;:·,~;~:;·: Allegation: :~:~·::.~::;~;.~;~ alleges that a GDS supervisor ordered a GDS employee to 
i·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·i ··-·-·-·-·-·-·-· 

throw stones to puncture the reserve pit riner so as to give the appe~rance that[.~~--~·:!.~~~~~-,~~;i~J 

sabotaged the Wellsite. :.·~.-~.-~.-~.-~.-:"!alleges that the holes in the pit liner allow material from the 

pit to be released through the Uner, threatening the spring that is used for drinking and 

bathing. 

2.6.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations- Ely 2 Wellsite 

URS collected surface water samples at two locations and analyzed them for the Extended 

Analytical Suite (Appendix A - Table 1) to evaluate for potential impacts, one at the spring 

located upgradient of the Wellsite and one in the creek fed by the spring, downgradient of the 

WeHslte and immediately to the east of !.~:~.~-~:~!Wellsite. Analytical results from surface water 

sampling were evaluated to address the allegation that impacts from the pit could have 

affected the adjacent spring and creek to the east. 

As discussed with PADEP (12/18/09), URS evaluated for releases from the drill pit that was 

closed on the pad by advancing two soil test boreholes immediately downgradient of the 

location of the drill pit. URS visually examined and logged the subsurface materials for 

indications of impacts. The sample(s) were analyzed for the PiVFrac Analytical Suite 

(Appendix A- Table 2). 

19 

CABOT-EPA 003783 

DIM0194553 



DIM0194549 

2.7 ElY 4HIEL Y 6H WELLSITE 

[;:L~::;::~-:~;:.1 Allegation: E~:::~:~~.~~] says that hwtl'lllnli..., fracturing fluid was released 

process. [~~~~~~~~~:~:~;:;~~~~J house, downhill from the Wellsite, to be 

evacuated and he is concerned that his r.·::·~.·~;=:~:~:~:J water supply and pond have been 

impacted. 

2.7.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations- Ely 4HJEiy 6H Wellslta 

test pit excavations at seven distributed across Wellsfte, 14 

soil samples (at 1-2ft. and 3-4ft. bgs at each location), and collected water samples from the 

L~J Spring House and Pond. Soil and surface water samples were analyzed for the 

extended Analytical Suite (Appendix A-- Table 1) to evaluate for potential impacts. 

2.8 GESFORD 217H NW WELLSITE 

l~~;~;~:~.;~~·~;~-~.! Allegation: [~~~::::::~0~J alleges that a diesel fuel spill occurred but was reported to 

PADEP as a soap discharge. The spilled material can purportedly be found six inches below 

the gravel. as It was covered with stone. 

a tank and lmpa¢ed with black water a x 15' area that was not fully compacted 

thus was porous. E~~::~:~~=~jurther alleges that he was directed to cover the spilled material up 

and that he refused. [~:~:~:~:J:fid not contend that any material had left the Wellsite. 

2.8.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations - Gesford NWWellsite 

conducted test pit excavations at 16 locations distributed across the Wellsite to inr.IJ!IrtA 

the areas Identified by r:::~::::::~:J to have been Impacted by frac water and diesel fuel and 

collect 32 samples (at ft and 3-4ft. bgs at each location). These soil samples were 

analyzed for the PitJFrac Analytical Suite (Appendix A - Table 2} to evaluate for potential 

imrlaf'!!tll: from Wellsite operations. 

2.9 GESFORD 319 WELLSITE 

c~:~;~-;;~~~~~~~:~~~!ltllegatlon: [;~;~;:;,2;,~;:;0 alleges there were issues with four different plts at this site, 

were various including a large fuel spifl. concern is n.:.Lnht.~:~no=>~'~ 
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because his home is located nearby and below this site. He asserts that PADEP knew about 

one diesel spill, but not a second spill that occurred. He says the second spill was not 

reported to PADEP and was intentionally covered up with stone. He says PADEP eventually 

came out and leamed that the spill was covered up. [;~;~;:;,2;,~;:;j also asserts a material that 

looked like antifreeze accumulated in the well cellar and was not addressed for months. 

~~~~~::::;2~:~[ also contends there was a pile of dirt mixed with diesel fuel on the back side of the 

site that remained "all summer long" close to a nearby creek that flows past [~~~,~~~~:~~~~~~~,] home. 

He said PADEP sampled the situation and found diesel fuel and that all the dirt was hauled 

away thereafter. 

2.9.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations - Gesford 3/9 WeUsite 

URS collected surface water samples at two locations and analyzed them for the Extended 

Analytical Suite (Appendix A- Table 1) to evaluate for potential impacts. The creek 

immediately adjacent to the east of the Wellsite, both upgradient and downgradient of the 

Wellsite was sampled. Analytical results and reports prepared for and by Cabot from 

previous surface water sampling were evaluated to address the allegation that impacts from 

the pits could potentially have affected the adjacent creek. 

The location PADEP has documented to have diesel fuel impacts (the area between 1he 

former location of the drill rig and the former rocation of the mud pump) was identified and 

test pit excavations will be dug at six locations placed to target the area of most likely to have 

been impacted by the alleged release across the identified area. Two samples from each 

test pit were collected (at 1-2ft. and 3-4ft. bgs at each location). These soil samples were 

analyzed for the PA Short List for Diesel (Appendix A- Table 2) to evaluate for potential 

impacts. The test pits were also visually inspected for evidence of drilling mud. 

As discussed with PADEP {12118109), URS evaluated for releases from the reserve pit that 

was closed on the pad by advancing four soil test boreholes immediately downgradient of the 

location of the reserve pit. URS visually examined and logged the subsurface materials for 

indications of impacts. The sample(s) were analyzed for the Pit/Frac Analytical Suite 

{Appendix A- Table 2). 
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2.10 LEWIS 2WELLSITE 

[~.:~~-~~::~:~~·~::~"JAIIegation: [;~;~;:;,2;,~;=;jasserts that a diesel ful'l spill occurred that "lald there all winter" 

and was reclaimed into the soU bank approximately one year ago when the site was restored 

to previous grade. ~~:~~:::;;2:::! feels that several drill pits have been improperly reclaimed and 

that the liners were carelessly tom in the process of solidifying pit contents. 

2.10.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations- Lewis 2 Wellsite 

URS collected surface water samples at two locations and analyzed them for the Extended 

Analytical Suite (.Appendix A - Table 2) to evaluate for potential impacts from Wellsite 

operations. The creek immediately to the east of Lewis 2 Wellsite, both upgradient and 

downgradient of the Wellsite, was sampled. Analytical results from surface water sampling in 

the adjacent creek was evaluated to address the allegation that impacts from the pit could 

have affected the creek. 

The location of the area where the soil that was allegedly impacted with diesel was identified 

and test pit excavations were conducted at four locations distributed across the identified 

area with 8 samples collected {at 1-2 ft. and 3-4ft. bgs at each location). The test pit soil 

samples were analyzed for the PA Short list for Diesel (Appendix A- Table 2) to evaluate 

for potential impacts. 

As discussed with PADEP (12118/09), URS evaluated for releases from the reserve pit that 

was closed on the pad by advancing two soil test boreholes immediately downgradient of the 

location of the reserve pit. URS visually examined and logged the subsurface materials for 

indications of impacts. The soil boring sample(s) were analyzed for the PiVFrac Analytical 

Suite (Appendix A- Table 2) to evaluate for potential impacts. 

2.11 TEEL 5 WELLSITE 

[~:~i:~:~:::,~::~::~j Allegation: !.~.~~:~~~:=~:! alleges that a spill of diesel fuel occurred and that it was 

reported to PADEP but the amount was considerably underreported. He asserts that as 

much as 3,000 gallons was spilled and that it was "all through" the nearby creek area. He 

further alleges that although the spill occurred in the middle of the night. it was not addressed 

until6 a.m. He also asserts that the spill remediation measures were not adequate and that 

better measures should have been used. He says he believes a GDS supervisor 
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lnt.a>nfii'\I"'AIIhl moved a l"'ll>fl:tlf'ai'II"A point so that PADEP would lncorradly obtain a 

post-remediation sarnp•e. He asserts that diesel fuel can still be found at site 

two under the soil/rock surface and that it is leaching into Meshoppen Creel<. 

i-:.-;-;.~:=~~;,~~~;]arso alleges that the reserve pit was not properly closed - that despite solidification 
L·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·~ 

material continued to "ooze" out and the pit was covered with twenty to thirty feet of 

soli the Wellsite was reclaimed. 

2.11.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations - Teel 5 Welfslte 

URS reviewed reports submitted on behalf of Cabot, Including a report prepared by 

Environmental Management, Inc .• 8 Ridge Street, Montrose, PA, which was 

submitted to the PAOEP the Teal Property. was in the PA Bulletin on 

Oct<)Der 11. 

URS prepared an Act 2 Final Report that evaluated the diesel release that occurred on June 

3, 2008, the remediation to address impacts, and demonstrated attainment with the SHS R·U 

MSCs for the PA Short for Diesel for Site. URS re-evaluated the results and 

of this as of this 

URS collected surface water samples a1 three locations: Meshoppen both upgradlent 

and downgradlent of the Wellsite; and the pond immediately downgradient of the Wellsite. 

These samples were analyzed for the Extended AnaJytical Suite (Appendix A- Table to 

~::~v;;:~ .. ..,;;:~,,~::~ for potential Analytical surface water sampling will be 

11:1Yi:IIUCII11::1U to address the alletgaltion that lrnr\GI"'IC! from the pit could have efft ... f.:...t MiestiO(JIJen 

and the nearby 

As discussed with PAOEP (12/18/09), URS evaluated for releases from the reserve pit that 

was closed on the pad by advancing two soil test boreholes immediately downgradient of the 

the reserve and logged materials 

(Appendix A- Table 2) for evidence of irnt)SCI:s. 
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2.12 TEEL 6 WELLSITE 

a of Cabot's investigation, rnnlllf'\11~- with a 
drum containing petroleum products and antift~eze was buried at a location on the 

and subsequently excavated and removed from the location; however, the excavated drum 

allegedly contained only a portion of the material present when the drum was buried. This 

material in the subsurface could potentially enter Meshoppen Creek. 

2.12.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations- Teal 6 WeBsite 

URS Interviewed multiple GDS employees to evaluate for the location at which the drum was 

allegedly burled before It was excavated and removed from 1he Wellsite. Once the burial 

location was identified, URS excavated a large test pit and collected 12 samples (four at 1-2 

ft. four at the approximate depth of burial of the drum. and four at 1-2ft. below 

the approXimate depth of aDeged burial or the These soil were analyzed for 

a of parameters of the PA Short list of Petroleum Products {Appendix A 

Table 2) and ethylene glycol, to evaluate for potential impacts. 

URS also collected water samples at two locations on Meshoppen Creek, one 

uD!:tra!CIIel'lt and one downgradient or the These were analyzed for 

Dan~meters on the PA Short Ust of Petroleum Products {Appendix A- Table 2). Anellvtic:al 

resutts from sampling were evaluated to the ooncem that the buried drum could 

potentially have released material both to the subsurface and Meshoppen Creek. 

2.13 TEEL 7WELLSITE 

materials continued to ooze out He ooncem for the area where the 

pit Is located and that materials could contaminate Meshoppen Creek. 

2.13.1 Approach to Investigate Allegations- Teel7 Wetlslte 

collected water at three both • ,.....,,,..,"1"""' 

and downgradient the Wellsite; and the immediately downgradient of the Wellsite, 

and analyzed them for the Extended Analytical Suite (Appendix A- Tabfe 1} to evaluate for 

potential impacts. Analytical results from surface water sampling were evaluated to address 
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the allegation that impacts from the pit could have affected Meshoppen Creek and the 

nearby wetland. 

As discussed with PADEP (12/18/09). URS evaluated for releases from the reserve pit that 

was closed on the pad by advancing two soil test boreholes Immediately downgradient of the 

location of the reserve pit. URS visually examined and logged the subsurface materials for 

indications of impacts. The samples were analyzed for the Pit/Frac Analytical Suite 

(Appendix A- Table 2) to evaluate for potential impacts. 
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ProjeCt: KLG 

P111ce Projeel No.: 3028366 

Melhod: EPA 9045 
OnllfiPtlon: 9045pHSOil 
Client: URS Corporation· PGH PA 
Data: June 10.2010 

G11001'1111nrom.tlm: 

PROJECT NARRATIVE 

I"'IHM~~Irlc. 

I~R~R~·~2~4 

~PA15enl 
{724)&11)-5600 

21 samples were analyze!! for EPA 9045. All sample$ were I8CIIived in ~bill a.mdilioll with any~ noled ~ 

Hefd1'1me: 
The umptes- unaly.ted will!in lhe method~ llold lll'rles with any exceptioos noled llebf. 

~ Ol.llllde lheEPA mllllllod holding time. 

•.ELY-4-PSB (lab ID: 3028&0391 
• !LY-4-P7A {lab 10: 3028366033) 
• EL¥-4-P78 (lab 10: 30283660351 

Method Blenk: 
Alll!nlilly!es were below lhe report limit in the method blank wntleny veepllons noler:l below. 

Addll1ll'lflllt COIIIIIIIIflts: 

WOI'kon:lli!f CommenW: 

The 
of the 

REPORT OF LABORATORY ANALYSIS 

Tbi111911M t!\1111 I* Mll!lll~lld. ~ lr>lit4 
Wili'1lllll 11\11 'Mi:ten l:llllHnl Ql F'lll:ll~ SeMce!;, lrn: .. 
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"~Analytical· (_/SCi~-
1 

Pmjec:t: KLG 
Pa~ Projeet No,: 30211356 

MeUiod: EPA 110108 
OftcrlpUon: 6010 MET ICP 
Clkm1: URS Corporatioo • PGH PA 
Date: .lllne 10, 2010 

Addltlonal Com!Mnts: 

Worilorder Commenls: 

PROJECT NARRATIVE 

REPORT OF LABORATORY ANALYSIS 
ll'lil !'l!plltid1;111 fiQI\llll ~~.l!l<C:I!I)IIn full, 

wi!I'IOU!h_.,n~lll"-~~ltlc.. 

Pau AnalytiCal $tr¥it:141t,ltlc. 
1 &311 Rc"y!IIWft Rolid • $\Iiiii$ 2,3,4 

GA!MIIIlllll!, PA 15601 

(724~ 

Page 27 of 195 

CABOT-EPA 004375 

DIM0194561 



DIM0194549 

Project KLG 

Pace Project No.: 3028366 

Method: EPA7471 
Description; 7471 Mercury 
Client: URS Corporation • PGH PA 
Oate: June 10, 2010 

Genamllnfonnallon: 

PROJECT NARRATIVE 

!'liCe Analyllul Servlcee, Inc. 
1638 Roseytown Road- Suites 2,3,<1 

Qrl!el'lsbUf!l, PA 15001 

[724]850-5600 

21 samples were analyzed for EPA 7471. All samples were received Jn acceptable conclilion wilh any exceptions noled below. 

Hold Ttrna: 
The samples were analyzed within the method required hold times with any exceptions noted below. 

I 
Sample PreparaUon: 
The sample$ were prepared in accordance with EPA 7471 with any exceptions noted below. 

Initial Callbmllolls (Jncl!llllng MS iune 4lfi $ppllcable): 
All criteria were within method req1.11remen1S with any excepUons noted below. 

Contlntllng Calibration: 
All criteria were wilhin method requirements wilh any excepUons noted below. 

Method Blank: 
All anatytes were below the report tim~ in the method blank with any exceptions noted belOw. 

Laboratory Contto! Spike: 
All laboratory conii'OI spike compoUildS were within QC llmll$ with any exceptions noted below. 

Matrix Spikes: 
All l)ei'Cefll recoveries arnt rela!Ne percent dirFerellce$ (RPDs) were wilhln acceptance cfileria With '-'"Y exceptions IIQted below, 

Duplicate Sample: 
All dupticalll sample results were within method acceptance criteria with any excepllons oo!lld below. 

Additional Comments: 

Workomer Comments: 

The samples were subcontra.cled to Summil Environmental, 3310 Will Slreel. Cuyahoga Falls. OH 44223 for GlyCOl an11lysis- Results 
or the analysis are reported on !he Summit Environmental. data tables. 

REPORT OF LABORATORY ANALYSIS Page 28 of 1115 
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Projll':t: Kt.G 

F'!IO$ Project No.: 3028366 

Mlllhod; EPA 8261) 
DRerlptioll: 11260 MSV 5030 Low level 
Client: PGH PA 
Oate: 

C.MI'lllllnfomlet!M; 

PROJECT NARRATIVE 

p-~~hlc:. 

1638~ R!»d·&l~M 2,3.4 
~PA156!11 

{i'24)850-S600 

21 sample$- malyzed ror EPA lm!O. All sarnp~a- reeeilled iR ~ptalliB coodilion wilh any ~ 1101e1:1 beiO!!If. 

HOld llmll: 
The sample$- analyzed wilhin !be melh!Jd requRd hold timM wilh any~ nol8d ~ 

Continuing Callbl'lllllon: 
All Cliterlll were within nrelhod requirements wilh 111111 e~~Ceptlons notlld below. 

Internal Standards: 
Alllntel'l'll!llslandatds were wilhin ac nrnits with any ex0$plionsnotlld beloW. 

Surrogallls: 
Alii!Urrogallls Wl!lte wllhin ac limits with any eXI:lE!pUons noted below. 

Mdlod81enk: 
All analylas- bi!IO!!If the~ rlmi!ln !be mel1od blank with any exceptions noled below. 

QC Bltdl: MSV18055 
B: 

QC Bltdl: MSV1501l 
LQ: Ansl)"'e recovel)' in the laboratory COJ'Itrol ample (LCS) wss otstsille QC limits. 

• LCS (Lab ID: 119083) 
•Aaltotle 

• .. 1 ,2,4-Trinrelllylbelll.li!OII 
• 2•H11XIIIltlllll 

• 4-Melhyl-2-penlanone (MIBK) 
•Aallorle 

REPORT OF LABORATORY ANALYSIS 

Tllll~epot~IINII OO!IIe ~IJQI!II, ~ nlAI. 
wllhoullhe Wl'llkln-m oiPli!CaAilafy!ii:31 ~ Inc.. 
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F:JeAna/yticaJ" 
(_/(IC1 -~ 

Pace Anatyllcal S.rvlcn, Inc. 
163ll Roseytown Road - Sul!es 2,3,4 

GreensbiJ!!l. PA 15601 

(724)850-5600 
I 

Project 

Pace Project No.: 
KLG 

30283&6 

Method: SM 5540C 
Description: 5540C MBAS Surfaclants 
Client: URS Corporation- PGH PA 
Date: June10, 2010 

General Information: 

PROJECT NARRATIVE 

21 samples were analy%ed for SM 5540C. All samples were reeeived in aec:epll!ble condition wilti any e)(eepllons noted below. 

Hold Time; 
The samples were analyzed wi!hm the methOd required hold times with any exceptions noted below. 

Method Blank: 
All analytes were below the report limit in the method blank Wilh any exceptions noted below. 

Laboratory Control Spike: 
Alllaboralaly control spike compounds were within ac limits Wilh any exceptions noted below. 

Matrix Spllles: 
All percent recoveries and relative percent diffelences (RI"Ds) were Within acceptance Cliklria Wilti any excepUons noted below. 

QC BatCh: WET!5775 

A malrix spike and matrix spike duplicate (MSIMSDl were performed on the following S3mple(s): 3021!366024 

11.!3: Matrix spike recoveey was outside laboratory conlrollimlts due to matrix interferences. 

• MS (Lab ID: 176965) 
• Surfactanls 

Duplicate Sample: 
All duplicate sample results were within me!llod acceptance ctileria wilh any exceptions noted below. 

Additional commenlll: 
Workcmler Comments: 

The samples were subcontracted to Summit Envimnmental, 3310 Win Street, Cuyahoga Falls, OH 442.23 for Glycol analysis. Results 
ollhe analysis are reported on the Summit Environmental. da!a tables. 

Anal)lle Comments: 

QC Saleh: WET/5715 

2c: Sample was tumbled on 513112010 and analyzed within 48 hours. 

• BRK·1H·P7AASTM (Lab 10: 3026366002) 
• Surtaclants 

• BRK-1H·P7BASTM (Lab ID: 3028366004) 
• Surfaclar~b 

• BRK-1H.P8AASTM (Lab ID: 3028366006) 
• Surfactartls 

• BRK-1H-P8BASTM (Lab 10: 3028366008) 
• Surfaelants 

• BRK·1H·P9AASTM (Lab 10: 3028366010) 
• Surfac!anls 

• BRI<-1H-P98ASTM {lab 10: 3028366012) 
• Surtaclanls 
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Pac:e An;alylh;al Servic:es, Inc. 
1638Roseytown Road ·Sulles 2.3,4 

Greensburg,PA 15601 

(124)850-5600 / 

Project KLG 
Pace Project No.: 3028366 

Method: SM 4500-&I·E 
OescrlpUOn: 4500 Chlotide 
Client: URS CorpotaUon • PGH PA 
Date: June 10,2010 

General Information: 

PROJECT NARRATIVE 

21 samples were analyzed for SM 4500-CI-E. All samples were received in acceptable condiUon Wilh any exceptions noted below. 

Holdllme: 
The samples were analyzed Within the methOd required hold limes With any exceptions noted below. 

Initial Calibrations (Including MS Tune u applicable): 
All ctiteria were within method requirements with any exceptiOns noted belOW. 

Continuing Calibration: 
All ctitelia were wilhin method requirements with any exceplions noted bd<WI. 

Method Blank: 
All analytes were below the report limit in llle method blank wilh any exceptions noted below. 

laboratory Control Spike: 
A111abof1!1ory eootrol spike compounds were within ac limits with any exceplions noted below. 

Matrix Spikes: 
All percent recoveries and relalive percent differences {RPOs} were within acceptance criteria with any exceptions noted below. 

OC Balch: WETA/4361 

A matrix spike and matrix spike duplicate {MSIMSD) were perlom'led on !he followin9 sample{s): 302831l6002 

l-11 :·~trill ipike reco'viiy ~eded OC limits. Batch acceptec.l based on laboratory oontrol sample (LCS) recovery. 
"" iMS (lab iD: 176863) . 

....• C:hlllllde 

OC Batch: WETA/4380 

A matrix spike and malrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD} were periormlill'l on the rollowing sample(s): 30283660:36 

Mt: M~tlrix spike recovery exceeded OC rmil$. Batch accepted based on laboralory oontrol sample (LCS) recovery. 
• MS {lab 10: 177686) 

• Chloride 

Duplicate Sample: 
All duplicate sample results were within method acceptance ctiteria with any exceptions noted below. 

Additional Comments: 

Wortorder comments: 

The samples were sullcontraeled 1o summit Environments~ 3310 Wm Street, Cuyahoga Fans, OH 44223 for Glycol analysis. Results 
of the analysis are reported on the Summfi Environmental. data tables. 

REPORT OF lABORATORY ANALYSiS Page 3!1 ol195 

This report shall not be reprod!lC8!1, excep11n M. 
wtlhout the ...mten <:<>nsenl of Pace Analytical Se~. !nc .. 

~~~~i1::2,~ 
lr~i 

CABOT-EPA 004386 

DIM0194565 



DIM0194549 

"-~SiJnlle!M,I®. 
163&ft~Rold •SUI!M2,3.4 
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QUALIFIERS 

Pro,lect: Kl.G 
Pace Project No.: 3028366 

DEFINmONS 

OF· Oll\llion Facta. to !he: repoiU!d data due to Changes rn sample preparation. dlru!IOI'l of 
11!11 S<IITifli8811QUCt, 

NO • Not Deled:ad al or above acliusled reporting limit. 
i:;Jil.:>lll!IOII!m!l«ta'ln•r:rmlll'ali<:lll above !hi! ~ rn.lhod detl!e!lon lim~ ana belOw 1118 aajusled reporting llmiL 

MDL • MjUS!ed 1\.teUlad Oeleclioo Umil. 

8 • Sul"'llgaae 
1.1-IJilll'!enylll)'dl'ltZirle (8270 Jsted lll'!alyle) I'Jea!m~ to Azobem:ene. 
Constst!lm wilb EPA guidelines, tll'lfOI.IIFidl dstl! are !lllplaytd and 1111\!e been UN<~ to caiCulale 'lit lliiXMII)!' and RPO Vlllllllll. 

I.CS(D) -labora~«y CcJmd Sampla (~) 

MS(D) • Mldrix Spike (Ouplil:ale) 

OUP • Sample Oupllca:ta 

RI'D • Relalive Pereenl DifferenCE~ 

NC • No! CalCulable. 

U ·lndicalftlha eompo!M'Id was analyzed for. but not tlllltecl&d. 
N·NilrO!iodipttenylam!ne decomposes and cannol be sl!plll1!l&d from Diphenylamine using Melhod 8270. The resull reponed for 
eat:h enalyte ii a combined ccncentratioo, 
PIICI!I Artalylicalls NELAP accredited. Contact your Pace PM for lhe current list of aecredited anall'fes. 

I.AI!IOAATORIES 

PA.SI·PA Pace Analylical Se!VIces- Greensburg 

WORKORDER QUAUFIERS 

BATCH QUAUFIERS 

Batch: MSVI805S 
(M5l A matrix Sl>il<eimatrix S!lille d!lplieaht wa11 nat ptlllfol'mllld fllr lhis batch due 10 lnsullitient 8111l"lpie \ldume, 

Blletl: MS\1115073 
[MIS] A matrix $11ikelmatrix spike diii)IICII!e waa no! ~d for lhls batch due 10 insul!'iciefll Slmlfllll !101111'118, 

lillllt:h: MSV/6090 

[M5] A matrix spikelmalrix spike dupliCII!e was llol performed for tllisllalch due 10 lnsufftdenl sample 'fCI!lme. 

ANALYTE QUAUFIERS 

1c ASTM BLANK 

2c Sample was tumbled Qn !i/311201 Cl and analyzed within 48 hours. 

31: Samples were tumbled on 0010112010 and analyzed wllhln 4!1 hours. 
S Artaiyla was deleded In the aS~~«ieled melhod blank. 
Clil Common t.abotalory Cor11amlnan1. 
06 The relli!Mt pemenl diffare0011 (RPO) be~Wein tl'lltample and Ulll'lpls dupUc;ate eKceed!!d lalxlla~«y conlrolllmlts. 

Ht Alllllysis COilld!Jd£od outside me EPA mell11ld holdirlg uma. 

LO ~ ~ inlne labcratory tx~nlrol 
1.3 ~ bllk!w n!pOtllng rm~~s in 

Dale: 0€1111112010 05;18 PM REPORT OF LABORATORY ANALYSIS 

TIUNjDtWllnotw~. lill<OO!IIirl full. 
'Witloullhlt writ!M ~ofP-~ SeN!ces. Inc.. 
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QUAliFIERS 

Project: KLG 

Pace Project No.: 3028386 

ANAI.YTE QUAUFIERS 

MO Matrix spike recovery and/or marrix spike duplicate recovery was outside laboratory control limits. 

Pace Allalyllcal S~,1nc. 
1638 Roseytown Road- Suiles 2,3,4 

Greensburg, PA 1560t 

(724)81i0-5600 

M1 Matrix spike recovery exceeded QC fimits. Balch ae>::epted based on laboratory control sample (LCS} recovery 

M:! Matrix spike recovery was outside laboratory controlllmits due to matrix lllterfereliCes. 

R1 RPD value was outside conlrollimils. 

S4 Surrogate recovery not evaluated againSI control limits due to sample dilution. 

SO MBAS, calculaled as LAS, Mol wt 342.2 g/mol 

Date: 06/1012010 05; 18 PM REPORT OF LABORATORY ANAlYSIS 

This report shall not be mproduced, ""ceplln l'uU, 

without !he wriltefl comenl of Pace Analytical SeM:es, Inc .• 
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IT 
ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOlOGIES, INC. June 08, 2010 
Analyticall,aboratcr!es Client: Pace AnalytiCIIl 

Address: 1638 RoseytoW!1 Road 
Greensburg. P A 15601 

Received: S/2912010 
Project #: 3028366 

~ ~ ~~ B&mh !.1llm MJlrill ~ m: J.QQ Elm Amllm 
3028366023 1001.1059-1~ 2S:M~~l0 ~~~ ~~ol NO mg/kg s 81115 10 D+JUl'l-10 JEW 

--~- --*-* 

~ l.l!lt.l.lltl ~~ Bs.!l!!t ~ !l1m:!A ~ t!f J.QQ &!!n ~ 
3028366025 1008059·13 25-May-10 Ethylene glycOl NO mg/kg s 8015 10 04·Jli!l"10 JBN 

~ ~ ~6.!!!l:a!! ~ ~~~ !lf !.29 Rl!n &l!!.m 
3028366027 100S05\H4 25-Mav·lO Ethylene gly~:ol ND mg/kg s 8015 1 10 04JUl'l·lOJBN 
., 

~ ~ ~ &!.l!.b1!l ~ !.l!!.i.!i MAII.ili l!k!!l!!!! m: J.QQ Rim~ 
3028366028 1008059-15 25-May-10 Ethylene glycol NO s 8015 1 10 O+Jun-10 JBN 

•••m••-~•--• 

~ l..i!.1!.m!1 ~~ B.ml1l !.!nili Mmill ~ m: J.QQ Rim A!lJb:n 
3028366030 NO s 8015 1 10 04-JUl'l-10 JBN 

~ L!b.Jla ~~ B.ml! !l.!!lli M.ilri&. Mal!l!ll m: J.QQ lbm ~ 
3028356031 1()0805!}.17 25-May-10 Ethylene glveol ND mg{kg s 8015 1 10 0'1-Jun-10 JBN .. - .. "" ... ,.·-···-.-. _____ ,_ 

ClicnrJO# "'" rnr. CnHected ~ &-.ll!.lt ~ Mmix~ PI: J.2Q Elm A.!W.m 
3028356033 1008059-18 25-May-tO Ethylene g~yo:>~ mg/llg s 8015 l 10 04-JLlll·lO JBN 

.t:lJm1..l.l,}! Lilh..l.lll! ~ &1.a.bru! &mil ~ M!lrn Mmhoo I!E !.QQ Run Anaii!St 

3028366035 1008059-19 25-May-10 Elflylene glyo:>l ND l1'l!lll«.. s 8015 10 04-Jun-10 JBN 

~ ~ CQ!Ioe~..t ~ Rm!Jt !.!.uil§ Mm>; Mnlml1 m: &.QQ &m A!!l!m 
3028366037 1008059-20 25-Mav-10 Ethylene gi)'>:OI NO s 8015 10 04·lUI'l·10 JBN 

~ l&bllll! ~ Al!!!l1l! .li!:omll m: J,Qg Run~ 

3028366039 1008059-21 2.'l·May-l 0 E~v:ene glycol NO 10 04-JUl'l·lO JBN 

"Analytical Integrity" • EPA Certified · NELAP Certified 
3310 li'/in Street Cuyahog:~ P'alls, Oh!o 44223 • Phone: :l$0-253-9211 · Pax: SSIJ-.253-4489 

WerJ Site: ~-'Mw.settek.oom 
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Sampling QAJQC Work Plan 
Date; January 9, 2012 

10.0 DELIVERABLES 

11.0 

The following deliverables will be provided under this project: 

Analytical Data 

• Expedited preliminary data turnaround time (<5 days) will be provided on the 
following list of 

- " 
'""'""""""""' ~ dui-,fc.~GSoU 

• WI exceptions listed above, preliminary unvalidated data will be provided to the 
EPA OSC within 15 business days after receipt ofthe samples at the laboratory. 

• A Data Validation Report will be provided to the EPA OSC within approximately 
21 days of receipt of the laboratory analytical data package by TechLaw. 

• TechLaw will incorporate the validated data from this sampling event into a Trip 
Report and/or After Action Report for the project. 

REFERENCES 

EPA, 2011. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Contract Laboratory Program 
(CLP) Guidance for Field Samplers, Final, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response (OSWER) publication EPA540-R-07-006, Washington, D.C. January. 

ERT, 1994. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Environmental Response Team. 
Standard Operating Procedure for Surface Water Sampling, SOP# 2013. January 
26. 

ERT, 1995. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Environmental Response Team. 
Standard Operating Procedure for Groundwater Well Sampling, SOP# 2007. 
January 26. 

Isotech, 2011. Isotech Laboratories, Inc., Collection ofGround Water Samples 
from Domestic and Municipal Water Wells for Dissolved Gas Analysis, Website 
Accessed December 2011: 
< http://www.isotechlabs.com/customersupportlsampling[!rocedures/DGbottle.pdf> 
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Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy 

"·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-:-· -.............$ 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION Ill 

1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103·2029 

Date: January 13,2012 

SUBJECT: Review of Cabot Information 

FROM: Richard M. Fetzer, OSC 
'lA ;;:::~-~~-
r/Z-1~· 

TO: 

Eastern Response Branch (3HS31) 
Office of Preparedness and Response 
Hazardous Site Cleanup Division 

Gerald T. Hestonj Chief 
Eastern Response Branch (3HS31) 
Office of Preparedness and Response 
Hazardous Site Cleanup Division 

On January 6, 2012, EPA issued a request for information pursuant to §104(e) of 
CERCLA to Cabot, asking for certain information regarding drilling activities in the Dimock, 
Pennsylvania area, and sample results from that area. 

By letters dated January 9, 2012 and January 10,2012, Cabot supplied EPA with 
information and documents, in CD format that it stated were partially responsive to EPA's 
request Received information includes: 

1. Received January 10, 2012- A partial response to Request No. 1 Specifically the 
following subparagraphs a-e that included results for the sampling events that took place 
on May 1 1 ~ 2011, August 4, 20 ll, and September 2, 201 I, including analytical data from 
the lab. In addition, URS Report Information (December 2011). 

2. Received January 10, 2012- A response to Request No.2 Sample results from Test 
America, conducted by Plaintiff's experts, Brickhouse Environmental and results of 
samples analyzed by Duke University. 

3. Received January 11,2012 A partial response to Request No 2- Cabot's copies of 
PADEP testing results spanning three years. 

4. Received January 12, 2012 (without letter) A replacement CD for the January 9111 

submission due to some corrupted files being encountered by EPA 

Since receipt of this information, as the Lead OSC, I have delegated responsibility to 
other EPA OSCs and contractors to promptly review the information, and compile and analyze it 
Further, I have requested these OSCs to coordinate their review with A TSDR and the Region III 
Water Division, and to share with them information relevant to the review of home well water 
quality in Dimock. Such coordination has continued on a daily basis. 

V Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free. 
Customer Service Hotli11e: 1-800-438-1474 
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